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REMARKS 

With the addition of new claims 46 and 47, claims 27 to 47 are pending, since 
claims 1 to 26 were previously canceled. Claims 27 to 29, 31 to 33, 35 to 37, 39 to 41 and 43 
to 45 have been amended. No new matter has been added. Support for the claim 
amendments and for the new claims can be found throughout the specification. 

Claims 27 to 45 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as 

indefinite. 

Independent claim 27 has been amended herein without prejudice to provide 
that the geometry includes, " at least one of a void and a plurality of indentations 
dimensioned to expose a first portion of the spring-mass mechan ism by a predetermined 
amount that is greater than a predetermined amount by which a remaining portion of the 
spring-mass mechanism is exposed in a fabrication process that removes material from the 
spring-mass mechanism, such that a change in at least one of the effective mechanical 
stiffness and the effective mechanical mass produced in the first portion offsets a change in at 
least one of the effective mechanical stiffness and the effective mechanical mass produced in 
the remaining portion, thereby providing a predetermined ratio between the effective 
mechanical stiffness and the effective mechanical mass upon completion of the fabrication 
process .'" 

As amended, claim 27 provides that the dimensions of the void and/or the 
plurality of indentations are those that achieve a desired stiffness-mass ratio in response to 
application of a fabrication process. In particular, the dimensions have specific contributions 
to effective mechanical and/or effective mechanical stiffness. Accordingly, the structural 
elements of the claimed subject matter are clearly recited, so that the claims are definite. 
Withdrawal of the indefiniteness rejection of claims 27 to 45 is therefore respectfully 
requested. 

Claims 27 to 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 5,914,553 ("the Adams reference"). It is respectfully submitted that the Adams 
reference does not anticipate any of the present claims, and the rejection should be 
withdrawn, for at least the following reasons. 

Claim 27 recites a spring-mass mechanism having a geometry that includes 
structural features that "thereby [provide] a predetermined ratio between the effective 
mechanical stiffness and the effective mechanical mass upon completion of fa] fabrication 
process [to which the spring-mass mechanism is exposed and in which material of the spring- 
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mass mechanism is removed] Significantly, the ratio is not provided by the geometry alone, 
but is instead the result of applying the fabrication process to the geometry. Further, the 
geometry includes at least one of a void and a plurality of indentations, which is specifically 
dimensioned to adjust the contributions to effective mechanical mass and/or effective 
mechanical stiffness by each portion of the geometry. 

The Examiner has cited to portions of the Adams reference that refer to a 
resonator device having a specific beam structure. However, there is nothing to suggest that 
the elements of the resonator device of the Adams reference include any geometry features 
that are dimensioned to achieve a desired stiffness-mass ratio by selective exposure. First, it 
should be noted that the resonator device of the Adams reference is a final structure, where 
conventional trimming techniques are applied on final structures such as that of the device of 
the Adams reference in order to conform the structures to requirements. In contrast, the 
subject matter of the claims refers to structures that provide for adjusting the design such that 
the resulting final structure substantially conforms to requirements, without necessarily 
relying on subsequent trimming. 

Second, the Examiner appears to draw an improper inference in concluding 
that merely because the final structure of the Adams reference has a defined mass and 
flexibility, the components of the resonator device necessarily must have been dimensioned 
in such a way that they would respond to a fabrication process and thereby produce the final 
structure with the defined mass and flexibility. However, nothing in the Adams reference 
discloses, or even suggests, any device feature, for example, the equivalent of a void or a 
plurality of indentations, that is specifically dimensioned to cause a portion of the device to 
react differently to a fabrication process for removal of material from a spring-mass 
mechanism compared to another portion. 

Accordingly, the Adams reference does not disclose, or even suggest, all of 
the features of claim 27, so that the Adams reference does not anticipate claim 27 or any of 
its dependent claims, e.g., claims 28 to 45. 

New claims 46 and 47 have been added. Claims 46 and 47 do not add new 
matter and are supported by the present application, including specification, as originally 
filed. Claims 46 and 47 depend from claim 27 and are therefore allowable for at least the 
same reasons as claim 27. 
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It is respectfully submitted that all of the presently pending claims are in 
condition for allowance. Prompt consideration and allowance of the present application are 
therefore earnestly solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 
/Aaron Grunberger/ 
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